











(i) Good cause, if any, for failure to file on
time.

(ii) The availability of other means whereby
the petitioner's interest will be protected.

(iii) The extent to which the petitioner's
participation may reasonably be expected to assist
in developing a sound record,.

{iv) The extent to which the petitioner's
interest will be represented by existing parties.

(v) The extent to which the petitioner's
participation will broaden or delay the proceeding.

10 C.F.R. § 2.714(d) (1):

« + « [S)uch ruling body or officer shall, in ruling
on a petition for leave to intervene, consider the
following factors, among other things:

(i) The nature of the petitioner's right under
the Act to be made a party to the proceeding.

(ii) The nature and extent of the petitioner's
property, financial or other interest in the
proceeding.

(iii) The possible effect of any order that may
be entered in the proceeding on the petitioner's
interest.

In demonstrating Brook Park's compliance with the
foregoing requirements, it is first necessary to review the
process of Brook Park's establishment of its municipal
electric system under Article XVIII of the Constitution of the
State of Ohio. We then show: (1) that Brook Park
unquestionably established the "standing" necessary to support

its intervention in this proceeding on the effective date of

its ordinance creating a municipal electric system, and
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therefore has the requisite "cause" for its untimely
intervention; (2) that Brook Park's interests are not
otherwise represented in this proceeding, and that its
participation will contribute significantly to the development
of a sound record herein: and (3) that Brook Park's
participation in this proceeding will not inappropriately
broaden or delay this proceeding.

A. The Creation of Brook Park's

Municipal Electric System Under

tion

The central objective of the antitrust conditions at
issue in this proceeding is the protection of competition and
the elimination of the "situation inconsistent with the
antitrust laws . . ." (42 U.S.C. § 2135(¢c)(5)) that the
Commission found applicants The Toledo Edison Company (“TECo")
and The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company ("CEI") to
have created. Teoledo Edison Co. (Davis-Besse Nuclear Power
Plant, Units 1, 2, and 3), ALAB-560, 10 NRC 265 (1979). As
the Commission found in the underlying licensing proceedings,
the significant source of ¢ mpetition in the product and
geographic markets relevant to its inquiries was not other
investor-owned utilities (with which TECo and CEI were found
to have acted in a collusive and anticompetitive manner), but
rather the small, consumer-owned, municipal and cooperative

electric systems operating within those markets. Id. at 274~
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municipality to participate in the decision to form such a

utility. Thus, Article XVIII, Section 5 of the Ohio

Constitution provides:
Any municipality proceeding to acquire,
construct, own, lease or operate a public
utility, or to contract with any person or
company therefor, shall act by ordinance and no
such ordinance shall take effect until after
thirty days from its passage.

Finally, Article XVIII, Section 6 of the Ohio
Constitution limits the ability of a municipal utility to
engage in off-system sales to not more than fifty percent of
the amount of power consumed within the corporate limits of

the municipality.

2 Brook Park's Creation of

Brook Park is a municipality located in Cuyahoga
County, t-io, covering a land area of 8.8 square miles
adjacent to :he southwest corner of the boundary of the City
of Cleveland. Brook Park has approximately 26,000
inhabitants, and its residents and businesses presently
receive electric service from CEI, one of the applicants in
this proceeding. Present annual electric energy consumption
within Brook Park is approximately 760,000,000 kWh per year,
and peak demand within Brook Park is approximately 135 MW,

As stated in its initial petition for leave to

intervene in this proceeding, filed August 8, 1991, Brook Park












R ———— o i A e B R e e e L e e B T 4

in the other two product markets (regional power exchange
transactions and coordination services).

In developing sources of power supply for its newly
created municipal electric system, Brook will need to invoke
one or more of the following antitrust conditions at issue in
this proceeding: Condition 1 (forbidding the licensees to
impose specified conditions on their sale or exchange of
wholesale power or coordination services with requesting
entities); Condition 2 (requiring licensees to make available
interconnections with requesting entities on reasonable terms
and conditions); Condition 3 (requiring licensees to engage in
wheeling for requesting entities); Conditions 5, 6 and 7
(requiring licensees to make available to requesting entities,
respectively, maintenance power, emergency power and economy
energy, on terms and conditions no less favorable than those
between or among the licensees themselves or other entities
outside of the Central Area Power Coordination (“CAPCO")
Pool): and Condition 10 (requiring licensees to sell wholesale
power to requesting entities on either a full requirements or
partial requirements basis, at the requesting entity's
option). See Toledo Edison Co., supra 10 NRC at 296-299.

In view of the foregoing, it is clear, both from the
Board's own prior decision concerning Brook Park's initial

petition for leave to intervene and from the relevant
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precedent, that Brock Park has now satisfied the requirements
of the "“contemporaneous judicial concepts" of standing
governing the Board's disposition of petitions for leave to

intervene under Section 2.714(a) of the Commissicn's Rules of

Practice. Florida Power & Light Co. (St. Lucie Nuclear Power
Plant), CLI-89%-21, 30 NRC 325, 329 (1989); Metropeolitan Edison
Co. (Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 1), CLI-83-25, 18
NRC 327 332-333 (1983). The foregoing discussion also makes
plain that Brook Park is a "person whose interest may be
affected" by this prz: eding, within the meaning of Secticn
189a of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. §
2239(a)(1)), and is therefore entitled to be admitted as a
party to this proceeding.

25 Brook Park Has Shown

Good Cause For Untimely Intervention

The Board's disposition of Brook Park's initial
petition for leave to intervene in LBP-91-38 (at p. 38) makes
it self-evident that Brook Park has good cause for untimely
intervention. Simply put, Brook Park attempted to intervene
earlier in this proceeding, and was met with a decision of
this Board holding that it lacked standing and needed to
fulfill the legal requisites for establishment of a municipal
electric system before it could demcnstrate standing. Brook
Park fulfilled the legal requisites for establishment of a

municipal electric system under the Constitution and laws of



the State of Ohio beyond peradventure when Ordinance No. 7711~
1992 became effective on May 22, 1992. As the Board's
disposition of Breook Park's initial petition in LBP-91~38
makes abundantly clear, this Board was not prepared to find
that Brook Park had established standing prior to that time.
Accordingly, Brook Park has shown good caivse for its
"untimely" submission of its amended petition ror leave to
intervene,

cC. Brook Park's Interests Are Not

Otherwise Represented In This Proceeding;
Brook Park's Participation Will Contribute

Significantly To The Development Of A Sound Record
The Board's order of October 7, 1991 (LBP-91-38 at

pp. 38-39) also questioned Brook Park's showings with respect
to the third (and, implicitly, the fourth) factor governing
disposition of untimely petitions to intervene under Section
2.714(a) of the Commission's Rules of Practice. As the Board
indicated would be appropriate in LBP-91-38, Brook Park takes
this opportunity to amplify these aspects of its showing in
support of its petition.

14 Brook Park's Interests Are No

Fundamentally, Brook Park's interest in this
proceeding is unique. As observed abcuve. Brook Park is only
the second municipal electric system to be formed in the State

of Ohio in the last fifty years. Brook Park's emergence as a
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municipal electric utility, and the challenges it confronts in
the process of implementing Ordinance No. 7711-1992, should
reasonably be expected to provide "live" proof of the
continuing need for, and the efficacy of, the antitrust
conditions which the licensees seek to have eviscerated in
this proceeding.

The Board will recall that the gravamen of the
Commission's findings in initially imposing the conditions at
issue in this proceeding was that TECo, CEI and Ohio Edison
had engaged in a lengthy course of anticompetitive conduct
designed to suppress and eliminate their municipal
competitors. See Toledo Edison Co., supra, 10 NRC at 278-282.
The initial application of TECo and CEI in this proceeding for
“suspension" of the antitrust conditions in their licenses
argues in part (TECo/CEIl Application at 29-33, and
particularly at 31) =-- in what Brook Park finds to be a
particularly chilling economic solipsism -- that "the
conditions threaten to exacerbate the erosion of CEI's and

TE's municipal markets."2/

2/ The notion that a market participant "owns" a market -- a
suggested by CEI's and TECo's use of the possessive in
the above-cited portions of their application -- is one
that Broock Park finds novel in antitrust theory, and a
notion that Brook Park sincerely hopes does not lose its
novelty by obtaining acceptance in this or any other
proceeding.
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Moreover, Brook Park is not a member of AMP-Ohio, and AMP-Ohio
is therefore not obligated to represent its interests in this
proceeding, even if (as is not necessarily the case) those
interests were otherwise aligned.

Brook Park's interests in this proceeding are alsc
not represented by the City of Cleveland. Cleveland ie a
large and well established municipal system with a long
history of confronting the competitive (and anticompetitive)
challenges posed by CEI. 1In contrast, Brook Park is an
emerging municipal system, engaged in the prccess of exploring
and acquiring power supply and relying, in a very real sense,
on the continued existence of the antitrust license conditions
at issue in this proceeding for its very survival as a
municipal utility. Moreover, Brook Park believes that the
limitation on off-system sales contained in Article XVIII,
Section 6 of the Ohio Constitution would preclude Cleveland
from providing Brook Park with wholesale full requirements
service, although Brook Park does regard Cleveland as at least
a potential competitor for the supply of a portion of Brook
Park's power and energy requirements. It is thus clear that
the respective interests of Brook Park and Cleveland in this
proceeding are not coterminous.

The Board's description of the interest of Alabama

Electric Cooperative ("AEC") in this proceeding ought to

e A,
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suffice as an explanation why AEC cannot represent Brook
Park's interests. AEC is not a competitor in the product and
gecgraphic markets found relevant by the Commission in the
underlying proceedings.

Finally, neither the NRC Staff nor the Department of
Justice ("DOJ") can properly represent the direct and unigue
interests of Brook Park in these proceedings. Both Staff and
DOJ are charged with the representation of the broadest public
interest in these proceedings. Thus, although Brook Park is
confident in the efforts of Staff and DOJ to advance and
" fend the important questicns of public policy at issue in
applicants' efforts to escape the restraints of their license
antitrust conditions, the broad rublic interest
responsibilities of both Staff and DOJ will likely preclude
them from adequately representing Brook Park's direct and
unique interest in this proceeding.

2. Brook Park's Participation Will
Bring Substantial Legal and

Technical Expertise To This Proceeding

In addition to the unique and crucial perspective
that Brook Park's interest in the protection and continuation
of the antitrust conditions will bring to this proceeding,
Brook Park's counsel have significant experience and expertise

in a number of matters involved in this proceeding. Thus,

Brook Park's counsel served as counsel to the City of Clyde,
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ohio, in its efforts to create the f.rst successful municipal
electric system in the State of Ohio in the last fifty years.
They are thus thoroughly == indeed, uniquely =-- familiar with
the broad range of legal issues involved in the creation and
development of municipal electric s stems in Ohio, and in
particular with the crucial role that the antitrust conditions
at issue in this proceeding play in that process.

In addition, as counsel for the City of Clyde, Ohio,
Brook Park's counsel participated in the administrative review
process before the Staff on the applications involved in these
proceedings, filing comments on behalf of the City of Clyde
with respect to the Ohio Edison application on February 5§,
1988, and filing comments on behalf of the City of Clyde with
respect to the TECo/CEI application on July 15, 1988, Brook
Park's counsel have thus been actively involved in, and have
carefully followed the course of, this proceeding, from its
outset. Their "familiarity with the OE and CEI/TE
applications thus . . ." demonstrably does "match that of AMP-
Ohio, which [like Brook Park's counsel] participated in the
administrative review process before the Staff." (LBP-91-38
at p. 39).

Finally, Brook Park's counsel both have extensive
experience in the application of antitrust principles to the

utility industry, through inter alia their representation of
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major and active irntervenors in the following utility merger
proceedings before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
under Section 203 of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S8.C. § 824Db),
each of which involved application of the principles of the
Sherman and Clayton Acts to the utility mergers at issue:

(FERC Docket
No., EC88-2-000 and reiated dockets):

Southern California Edigon Co.
Electric Co. (FERC Docket No. EC89-5-000):

£o. (Re Public Service
i (FERC Docket No. EC90-10-000
and related dockets):
Kansas City Power & Light Co. and Kansas Gas §
Electric Co. (FERC Docket No. EC90-16-000); and

t Co, and Kansas Gas & Electric
Co. (FERC Docket No. EC91-2-000)

Based on the foregoing, it is clear that Brook
Park's counsel would bring to this proceeding a unique
combination of experience in the creation and development of
municipal electric systems in the State of Ohio (within the
service territories of two of the three applicants -- TECo
(Clyde) and CFI (Brook Park)) =-- and thorough familiarity with
the legal and technicel issues involved in the application of
antitrust principles to the utility industry. Brook Park's
counsel also have thorough familiarity with the applications
at issue here, and with the record of this proceeding from its

outset.
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D. Brook Park's Participation
Will Not Inappropriately Broaden
Or Delay This Proceeding

Brook Park recognizes that. - a conseg.ence of the
Board's order on its initial petition for leave to intervene,
it must take the record in this proceeding as it exists at
such time as it may be permitted tc intervene. In particular,
Brook Park recognizes that briefing and argument on summary
. isposition of this proceeding have aiready occurred. In that
regard, Brook Park grnerally supports Staff's April 1091
administrative detrrmination to deny the amendment reguests
herein (the posi’ions of Cleveland, AMP~Chio, AEC and DOJ
already found sufficient by the Board (LBP-91-38 at p. 54,
note 99) to satisfy the pleading reguirements of Section
2.714(b) of the Commission's Rules of Practice), and generally
supports the arguments advanced by Cleveland, AMP-Ohio, AEC
and DOJ in connection with the motions for summary
dispesition. 1If granted leave to intervene, Brook Park would
propose to submit a formal statement, after detailed
consideration of the pleadings, with respect to which specific
portions of the arguments advanced by those parties it wishes
to adopt. Brook Park will not seek individually to brief or
argue summary disposition to the Board, but does wish to
preserve its appeal rights with respect to whatever order the

Board might issue on summary dispositio.
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II. AT A MINIMUM, BROOK PARK HAS
SATISFIED THE COMMISSICN'S REQUIREMENTS

FOR DISCRETIONARY INTERVENTION

The Commission's seminal decision on discretionary

intervention, Portland General Electric Co. (Pebble Springs
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2), CLI-76-27, 4 NRC €10, 616

(1976), establishes that the Board is to consider essentially
the same criteria set forth in Section 2.714(a) and (d) with
respect to intervention of right in deciding whether to grant
discretionary intervention. The principle difference between
the treatment of intervention of right and the treatment of
discretionary intervention is that discretionary intervention
does not adhere to the Commission's strict standing
regquirements.

Brook Park believes that it has more than adequately
established that it has standing, and has otherwise satisfied
the Commission's requireme.ts for granting untimely
intervention as of right under the relevant provi:ions of the
Rules of Practj ‘e. In any event, through the showing made
above, Broock Park has clearly satisfied the Commission's
requirements for discretionary inteivention. In particular,
Brook Park has shown significant ability to contribute on
issues of law or fact which will not otherwise be properly

raised or presented; has set forth those matters with

appropriate specificity to allow evaluation; and has







EXHIBIT A
TO AMENDED PETITION OF CITY OF BROOK PARK, OHIO
FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE

CITY OF BROOK PARK ORDINANCE NO. 7711-1992
(ADOPTED APRIL 21, 1992; EFFECTIVE MAY 22, 1992)
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CITY OF BROOK PARK OHIO

ORDINANCE NO: 7/ /yri
INTRODUCED BY: Mayor Coyne

A¥ ORDINANCE
DECLARING IT NRCESSARY TO BSTABLISH, ACQUIRE,
AND OPERATE A MUNICIPAL BLECTRIC SYSTEM

WHEREAS, thia Council has an interest in keeping retes for elsctiric
service to the citizens of, and businesses in, the City of Brook Park as low
as posatble; and

WHEREAS, Article XVIU, Section 4 of the Ohio Constitution provides
in part that "Any municipality may aoquire, construct, own, leass and operate
within or without its corporsto limits, any pubdblic utility the product or ser-
vice ~f which is or ia to be supplied to the municipality or its inhabitants,
and may contract with otherc for aiy such product or service;” and

WHERBAS, Arti~'e XVIII, Beotion 3 of the Ohio Constitution provides
in pert that "Any municipality proceeding to acquire, construct, own, lease
or operate & public utility, or to contract with any person or company there-
for, shall act by ordinance and no such ordinance shall take effect until after
thirty days from its passage;" and

WHERBAS, this Council has recelved, reviewed and discussed feasibili-
ty studics prepared by expert utility consuitents, regarding the feaninility,
costs, and benefits of establishing & municipal electric utility to serve the
City and its inhabitants: and

WHEREAS. based on the feasibility studies referenced above, this
Counell has determined that it is in the public interest to establish a munist-
pal siectric utility owned and operated by the City of Brook Park in order to
reduce electrical costs to the City, businesses and inhabitants oi Brook Park;

NOW, THEREPORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of
Brook Park, State of Ohio, that:

SECTION % That the City of Brook Park shall proceed to acquire,
songtrust, own, Jease and operaste within or without its corporate limits, &
public electric utility the product or sarvice of which shall be supplied ¢ the
City and its inhaditants, and may contract with others for any such product
or aervige,

'ICTIOE 2: That the municipsl electric aystem within the Division of
Utilities & ¢ named "Brook Park Publc Power.” The Mayor shall have
supervision over Brock Park Public Power.

SECTION 3: That the City shall have and may exercise any and all
legal powers ana duties necessary o implement Section 1 of this Ordinance.
to provide rellable electric service to the City, businesses an inhabitants ot
Brook Park, and may exercise all of the powers granted to municipal sleotric
utility systems by the Conatitution and lawas of Ohio and the Charter of the
City of Brook Park. The Mayor {s suthorised and directed to oversee the im-
piementation of auch powers and duties 0 the extent allowed by law, and %«
perform the activities necessary to do 80, including, bdbut not limited to, the
following



A. Develop plans for, and enter into negotistions with third parties in
conneotion with all sspects of the establishment of Brook Park Pub-
4o ‘ower and its program for the purchase, production, transmis-
vlon, dlstribution and sale of electric power and energy (its "power
program").

B. Sup~~vise the work of all consultants engaged by tne Brook Park
Cit, Jouncil In connecticn with the sstablishzient of Brook Park
Publh, Power and its power program.

C. Review all proposed contracts or other engagements relating to the
establishment and operation of Broock Perk Public Power end its
power program and make recommendations to the City Councll con-
cerning proposed contrects or engagements.

D. Have responsibiiity for the development of plans and procedures for
the operstion and maintenance of Brook Park Public Power and its
power program snd supervise t"y implementation thereof.

E. Have the responsibility tc recommend to the City Counsil rates for
the use of electric service provided by Brook Park Public Power,

SECTION 4: It {s the intention of Council that funding for acquisi-
tion, canstruction and improvement of Brook Park Public Power shall be ob-
lained by the lssuance, from time 'o time as funds are required, of obliga-
tions by the City. It {a the Intention of this Counell that, to the maximum
extent possibie, such obligstions shall be seif-supporting obligations, the
principal and interest and premium, if any, on which shall be paid from the
revenues of the City's electrie utility, Such obligations may consist of reve-
nue obligations authorized and issued by the City pursuant to Article XV'Il,
Section 11 of the Ohic Constitution, other revenue cbligations issued under
suthority of Article XVIll, Sectior I of the Ohlc Constitution or geners obli-
getiors of tha City lssued in scoordance with Ohio law. To the extent that
this Council determines it to be in the best intarest of the City to do ~= this
Council may suthorize the lssuance of notes In anticipation of the lesuauce of
iong-term obligations to provide financing for Brook Park Public Powaer.

SECTION §: Prior to the issuance of any obligstions, the City may
uke moneys in its general fund or other svailable funde to pay architectural,
engineering, survey. consulting snd legal costs in connection with the plan-
ning. organization and development of Brook Park Public Power, and to pay
any coets of scquiring, oconstructing, equipping and operating Brock Park
Public Power. To the extent that sny auch expenditures may be properly f1-
nanced with the proceeds of general obligstions or revenue obligations of the
City under Ohic law, the City intends to rel...urse itself for such expendi~
tures with a portion of the proceeds of notes, bonde or other tax-exempt ob-
ligations of the City. This Council intends that this Ordinance shall coneti-
tute the declarstion of officlal intent of the City under Treas. Reg. Section
1.103+18, promulgsted pursuant to the Internal Revenus Code of 1086, ae
amended.

SECTION 8: If any of the provisions of this Ordinance are held in-
valid for any reason, the remaining provisions shall remain in full force and
effect to the extent they are not dependent on and inesparable from the in-
vaild provision.

ng;;gu T7: It is found that all formal actions of this Counet! con-
cerning and relating to the adoption of this Ordinance wers adopted in an
open mesting of this Councll, and that all deilberations of this Council and of
any of its committess that resulted in such formal action, wers in meetings
open to the ?ubuc. in compliance with all legal requirements, including Sec-
tion 121,22 of the Ohio Revised Code.

BBCTION 8: 7The Clerk of this Councl is hereby authorized and ai-
rocted o mail a copy of this Ordinance to the current suppler of electric
service to the City, The Cleveland Electric !lluminating Company. by certified
mall.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA )
BEFORE THE
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 92 JUN 15 P13

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

JLAL ]

In the Matter of
OHIO EDISON COMPANY Docket No, 50-440«A
Docket No, 50+«346+A
(Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1
Facility Operating License

No. NPF-58)

THE CLEVELAND ELECTRIC
ILLUMINATING COMPANY
THE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY

(Suspension of
Antitrust Conditions)

ASLBP No. 91-664-01-A

(Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1
Facility Operating License

No. NPF«§8)

(Davis~Besse Nuclear Power Station
Unit 1, Facility Operating License
No. NPF=3)
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that one copy each
of the foregoing Amendec Petition of the City of Brook Park,
Ohio, for Leave to Intervene and Notice of Appearance on
Behalf of the City of Brook Park, Ohio has this day been
served upon the following persons by first class United States
mail, postage prepaid, except as otherwise noted, in
accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of the

Commission's Rules of Practice (10 CFR § 2.712):
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Washington, D.C,

Washington, D.C.

washington, D.C.

Washington, D.C.

Office of Commission Appe. ste

Adjudication

U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Comm,

Washington, D.C. 20555

Administrative Judge
G. Paul Bollwerk, 111

Atomic Safety & Licensing Bd.

U.8. Nuclear Reg. Commission
Mail Stop EW 439

Washington, D.C., 20555

Sherwin L. Turk, Esq.

Office of the General Counsel

U.8, Nuclear Reg. Commission

Mail Stop OWFN 15B18
Washington, D.C,

20555

Gerald Charnoff, Esq.

Shaw, Pittman, Pot*ts
and Trowbridge

2300 N Street, N.W.

20037

Deborah Charnoff, Esq.

Shaw, Pittman, Potts

and Trowbridge
2300 } Street, N.W,
20037

James P. Murphy, Esq.
Squire, Sanders & Dempsey

1201 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W,
20044

Reuben Goldberg, Esq.
Goldberg, Fieldman & Letham, P.C.

1100 15th Street, N.W.
20006
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Administrative Judge
Charles Bechhoefer
Atomic Safety & Lic. Bd,
Nuclear Regulatory Commn.
Mail Stop EW 439
Washington, D.C.

20658

Administrative Judge

Marshall E. Miller,
Chairman ASLBP

1920 South Creek Blvd.
Spruce Creek Fly-In
Daytona Beach, FL 32124
(via Federal Express)

David R. Straus, Esq.
Spiey2) & McDiarmid
1350 New York Ave., N.W.
Suite 1100

wWashington, D.C, 20008

June W. Wiener, Esq.

Chief Asst. Director of Law

City Hall, Room 106

601 Lakeside Avenue

Cleveland, Ohio 44114

Philip N. Overholt

Office of Nuclear Plant
Performance

Office of Nuclear Energy

U.8, Dept of Energy, NE-44

wWashington, D.C. 20885



Janet R. Urban, Esq.
Antitrust Division
Department of Js' [
655 4th Street, ! v

Kenneth L. Hegeman, P.E,
President

American Municipal Power-Ohio,
601 Dempsey Road, P.O. Box 549
Westerville, OH 43081

Justin T. Rogers
President

Ohio Edison Company
76 South Main Street
Akron, Ohio 44308

B. Paul Cotter, Jr.

Chief Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

West Tower Building

4350 East West Highway

Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Mark €. Schechter, Chief

Transportation, Energy and
Agriculture Branch

Antitrust Division

Department of Justice

555 Fourth Street, N.W.

wWashington, D.C. 20001

Dated at Washington, D.C.
this 15th day of June, 1992.

Inc,

D. Biard MacGuineas,

Esq.

Veolpe, Boskey and Lyons

918 16th Street, N.W,
Suite 602

washington, D.C. 20006




